DRAFT 6-June-14

Revised FS Chemical of Concern (COC) Issue 2.2. Draft Action Items for 27-Feb-14 Meeting.

Meeting Action Items

B»HH-RA#able—Li—that—éd—N@Lm&ke—rt—th%eegh—te—EPA—s—G@@hst [leen EPA has updated their
COC table, the LWG considers this step done. Additional EPA PRG table revisions were provided
on 12-Apr-14.]

3. ehnTto i 5 cheld RE e ecHr-BERAto

detemqme—whetheH:WG—ag#ees—Mt-h—aJd-Fm—as—a—GQG [Thls review complete LWG does not
agree that Aldrinis a COC ]

dat-a—rs—aw-l-ab#e— [No mlssmg background values were found ]
7. EPA will develop and provide information on the additional background methods that may be
used in the revised FS at least two weeks before 27 June 2014.

prowded I|st ofoutstandlng issues on 23- Apr 14.]

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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6-June-14

Revised FS Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRG) Issue 2.3. Draft Action Items for 4-Mar-14 Meeting.!

Meeting Action Items: (These were not discussed at the end of the meeting due to lack of time, but
were mentioned during the course of the meeting)
EPA will correct Arsenic cancer beach PRG cut and paste error.

1.

; o : [Through further
dlscussmns EPA has removed the DDx PRGs reIated to osprey egg LOE dietary dose for hooded
merganser LOE, and dietary dose for belted kingfisher LOE. The status of the osprey and bald
eagle dietary dose PRGs for PeCDF and total DDx appears to be that EPA is still considering
those]

O DA’ \/] DR

m#ermat—ren—mﬂ[—be—d&eessed—m—l&Mar—%#meet—mg— [These items were discussed at the 27-
Mar-14 meeting.]

FS Revision Process Matrlx Outstandlng PRG Actlon Items:

meeting: [Done prowded on 12 Apr 14] The EPA write-up will be prowded W|th the Section 2
write-up at a later date (Updated per 4/7/2014 email from Kristine Koch)

LWG prowded outstandlng PRG issues Ilst on 23 Apr 14 ]

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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Revised FS Remedial Action Levels (RALs) Issue 3.3. Draft Action Items for 13-Mar-14 Meeting.’

Meeting Action Items and Resolutions:

to-takeplace-on18-Mar-14asneeded. [Additional discussions completed at 18-Mar-14

meeting.]

(-U-pda%ed—pe%@%em#mm—l(—%me%eeh) [Dlscussed at 22 May 14 meetlng Addltlonal

action items identified, see below.]

6. EPRPA-toprovidean-updatedPRGlistby-14-Mar-14. [EPA provided updated list on date noted.
Additional revisions rowded on 12- Apr 14.]

RAB—(Upda%ed—pe#%@M—emaLﬁrem—K%me—Keeh—) [Dlscussed at 22- May 14 meetlng

Additional action items identified, see below.]

FS Revision Process Matrix Qutstanding RAL Action Items: None.

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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Revised FS COC and PRGs Second Meeting - Issues 2.2 and 2.3. Draft Action Items for 18-Mar-14 and

27-Mar-14 Meetings.!

18-Mar-14 Meeting Action Items and Resolutions:

1. Resolution: It was agreed that EPA would move the PCB PRG of 64 ppb under RAO 5 to RAO 6.

This is because the PRG is bioaccumulation related and RAO 6 pertains to bioaccumulation risks.
Per 4/4/4014 email from Kristine Koch, EPA did not agree to this. [EPA changed the value to 126
ppb in 12-Apr-14 version, which LWG reviewed and determined was still an outstanding issue
(i.e., the derivation of the new PRG is unclear.) EPA indicated on 8-May-14 that the PRG should
be 64 ppb LWG W|II review EPA’s updated PRGs table when provided.]

2 A ; F F - [EPA provided new values
in 12-Apr-14 version. LWG reviewed the new version and determined a conflict between the
EPA’s COC list and the doxm/furan TEQ PRG.]

3. ; F

4,

[EPA changed th|s value to 12 ppb inthe 12- Apr 14 version, and LWG has no objectlons at th|s
time to this value (| e., informal non- bmdmg) ]

5. Resolution:

RAO 2 pertains-to-bioaccumulation, [Done in 12-Apr-14 version. LWG rewewed the new version

and confirmed that the water PRGs were moved, but still does not agree fully on the list of PRGs
presented as detailed in the outstanding PRG issues list.]

6. , — : . . [EPA
changed this value in 12-Apr-14 version. LWG reviewed this version and found discrepancies
between the value in the table and the value noted in EPA’s email. This value still needs
confirmation ]

7.
mth—amuadd-rtrenal-qeestfens—en—thts—P-RG— [The LWG reV|ewed the 12 -Apr- 14 PRG tabIe This
PRG was developed for subsistence fish consumption, which wasn't evaluated in the BHHRA.
Per LWG PRGs outstanding issues list, PRGs should be presented only for those chemicals found
to pose risk in the risk assessments ]

9.

[Superseded by 27- Mar 14 action item. ]

10. EPA-to-previde-any-new-guestionsabout CBRAs and-opinion-eon-whetherany-changesare

needed-to-CBRAsforFSpurpeses. [EPA provided updated CBRAs on 4-Apr-14.]
11. EPA/LWG will work together to increase the detail of the CBRA description in the revised FS.

12. EPA and LWG need to discuss after any CBRAs are complete how benthic PRGs can be made
consistent with the CBRA approach. [LWG reviewed 12-Apr-14 PRGs table for this issue. This
was discussed on 24-Apr-14 and 8-May-14, but LWG and EPA disagreed on the appropriate
benthic PRGs.]

27-Mar-14 Meeting Action Items and Resolutions on PRGs:
1. EPA to check whether draft FS capping evaluation still OK for revised FS purposes (i.e.,
determine whether new water PRGs need to be added to this analysis or not). EPA indicated

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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capping evaluation is not a PRG issue. This will be done in screening of alternatives in section 3
and evaluatlon of alternatives in Section 4. (Updated per 4/4/2014 email from Kristine Koch)

2.
heaJ-t-h-) [EPA's 12- Apr 14 version of PRGs table added th|s column The LWG reV|ewed this
cqumn and had no issues stated in the outstanding PRGs list of 23-Apr-14.]
RAO} [No changes made in EPA’s 12 Apr 14 version of PRGs table LWG reV|ewed the table and
contlnues to dlsagree that “source” PRGs should be presented. ]

4,

dene—pee4;‘4ﬂ@%4—er%4—ﬁrem—l@rst~me4(eeh—[€hange made in EPA's 12 Apr 14 PRGs table ]

5. EPAwill provide updated PRG/COCtablestoLWG including additional description of the PRG
spatial scales. [Updated PRG/COC tables provided on 12-Apr-14. New spatial scales were

provided on 18 Apr 14, whlch LWG is currently reviewing.]

6.

7.
eeeu#ed—d-u-emg—t—he%—teehmeal—meet—mg LWG reV|ewed EPA’s 12- Apr 14 COCs and PRGs
tables and WI|| prowde a list of outstandlng |tems on 23 -Apr-14.

8. i

PRG- [LWG is rewewed EPA’s 12- Apr 14 PRG table for thls issue. See outstandlng list of issues
from LWG on 23-Apr-14.]

FS Revision Process Matrix OQutstanding PRG Action Items: See previous sheets on COCs and PRGs.

8-May-14 Meetlng COC and PRG Action ltems:

clarlflcatlon of the request from LWG to EPA was provided on 23-May-14.]
2. LWG to propose alternative method for calculating Dioxin/Furan TEQ PRG for RAO 2.
3. EPA will provide an updated PRGs table with a number of additional revisions.
4. LWG to propose alternative Mn ecological water toxicity value.

Revised FS SDU Meeting - Issues 3.2. Draft Action Items for 27-Mar-14 Meeting."

27-Mar-14 Meetmg Action Items and Resolutlons on PRGs

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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{e-geffectiveness)—Fo-be-discussed-atalaterdate. [This was discussed on 22-May-14. See
action items there.]

2. EPA to complete SDU analysis, which is expected to include evaluation of risk reduction.

3. ERPA-will-provide-a-copy-ofthe SBU-presentationto-bWG. [Presentation provided on 28-Mar-14.]

FS Revision Process Matrix Outstanding SDU Analysis Action Items: None.

Do Not Quote or Cite — Preliminary Discussion Draft — May Contain Errors — Restricted Distribution. The comments

or changes (including redlines) on this document may not reflect LWG positions or the final resolution of EPA
comments.
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Revised FS Technology Application, TZW areas, and SMAs - Issues 2.4 through 2.8, 3.7, and 3.8. Draft
Action Items for 01-Apr-14 Meeting.’

1. EP-A—p%eweIe—sheles—ef—t—he*p;esent—at—ren [EPA prowded presentatlon on 1-Apr-14. ]

on 22- May 14 Add|t|onal action items |dent|f|ed see list below]

Technology Screening Second Meeting — Issues 2.8. Draft Action Items for 24-Apr-14 Meeting.

ehanges—d—rseussed—m—t—he—mee%mg [Done Prowded on 2 May 14]
2. LWG-toprovide-GiSlayerforadditionalstructurerestrictionsto-ERA. [Done. Provided on 29-

Apr—14.]

3. W ia- [Done. Provided
on 8 May 14]

4, O mentof“ il <\

a#e%he—eemmen—ﬂaemes—e;—mles—ﬂaat—%%feu#eksuggeﬁ—ﬁe#thﬁ)

assessment on 23-May-14.]

FS Revision Process Matrix Outstanding Technology, TZW, or SMA Action Items: None.
1. None.

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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Principal Threat Waste and Spatial Scales — Issues 3.5 and 2.3 Draft Action Items for 15-Apr-14
Meeting."

1. Conductlaterdiscussion-of PP\W-evaluation-steps. [Additional discussion took place at 5-Jun-14
meeting. EPA indicated that a revised PTW memo would be provided soon after.]

2. EPA-provide-PRG-spatiatscales{buletlist}-foreach-RAO. [EPA provided this on 18-Apr-14.
Done.]

3. MG provide some suggestion '.[Done. LWG
provided email on 30-May-14.]

4,

LWG consider and propose methodologies for the residual risk analysis concept for revised FS.

FS Revision Process Matrix Outstanding Technology, TZW, or SMA Action Items: None.

2. LWG review EPA PTW memo and presentation and provide feedback to EPA. [Update: The LWG

is awaiting EPA’s revised second PTW memo before providing feedback on PTW methods to
EPA.]

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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SMA:s, Buried Contamination, CDF Water and Sediment Treatment, and Disposal Sites — Issues 3.8
through 3.12 - Draft Action Items for 8-May-14 Meeting.!

how-thatis-heluded-in-the-draftFS-dispoesal-cost-estimates: [See updated EPA request under

Iltem 12 below.]

PA- [See updated EPA

belew—R-AL—dept—h—ef—mmet—heﬁ-zens— [Done LWG prowded analy5|s on 9- May 14.]

- [Done. Provide on 9-

10.
Provided on 14-May-14.]
[Done. CDM prowded GIS layers on 21-May-14.]

Provided on 9—May—14.]
12. EPA provided a more detailed list of CDF disposal information requests to LWG on 15-May-14:

a. Need more detail on GAC cost of $16m (i.e. basis of choice of 0.1% when mixing directly
with sediment vs. the range used for PRB of 0.1 to 1%, e.g. why not a range of
application % for direct treatment?, likely unit cost based on x, etc.)

b. Water treatment of overflow weir costs are needed (as needed, primarily for solids
provided GAC direct sediment treatment is used) cost needed.

c. Defining which alternatives the CDF would be attached to (deferred until optimized
alternative development) based on likely fill volumes/acceptance, assumed % necessary
to initiate construction (e.g. 150% of CDF capacity/acceptable wastes to be dredged is
the target to attach the CDF to an optimized alternative)—open item.

d. Has air monitoring been included (reference)? If not, need to add to construction
monitoring cost line item.

e. Need placeholder costs for interim closure thin layer sand caps (specific reference).

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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f. It would be helpful to know the circumstances of the CDF failure referenced in this
week’s KOING article: http://koin.com/2014/05/13/fears-willamette-waste-response-
coming-boil/ relative to whether the CDF concept in current consideration for the FS
with its associated performance standards has addressed these issues to some degree in
the 60% design. To my knowledge, this story wasn’t fully appreciated during our T4
design process.

g. Related comparative items:

i. Cost of onsite vs offsite transload facilities needed and assumed production
rates (the same or different from T4 transload rate)—please provide reference
in the FS.

ii. Need to include costs of barging vs rail-please provide reference in the FS.

Do Not Quote or Cite — Preliminary Discussion Draft — May Contain Errors — Restricted Distribution. The comments
or changes (including redlines) on this document may not reflect LWG positions or the final resolution of EPA
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SMAs and Dredge Depths — Issues 3.8 through 3.13 - Draft Action Items for 22-May-14 Meeting."

1.
including a breakdown by cause (each RAL difference), the map artifacts changes, and the
buried contamination areas. [Partially Done. LWG provided acreage comparison of two SMA
approaches on 4-Jun-14. The LWG will follow up with the breakdown by cause soon.]

2. ERA-willprovide-by-RALGISlayersforERPA'smap-te-bWG. [Done. EPA provided this on 27-May-
14.]

3 Sy pFoHEe—-Jd WO+ e a-oO H Re+totdt+—atefd v
EPA’s SMAs. [Done. LWG provide this to EPA on 2-Jun-14.]

4, AN G-willprovide-asubSMA-assigrmen ap-with-ba . [Done. LWG provided
this to EPA on 28-May-14.]

5. A==t eore-sofreoddlters s e .[Done.
LWG provided this to EPA on 2-Jun-14.]

6. PAto-providerefinedpixelscoremap [See

action Item 1 under 5-Jun-14 meeting.]

Ytems completed are indicated with strikeout.
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Technology Assignment, PTW, Source Material, and SMAs - Issues 2.8, 3.5, and 3.8. Draft Action
Items for 5-Jun-14 Meeting."

1. EPA will rerun the technology scoring pixel map based on changes discussed today.
EPA to map areas that fall into new source material definition.
LWG to consider other options for preference of removal thresholds that may have a more
clearly definable rationale.

4. EPA to provide a revised second principal threat waste memo.

5. EPA to provide written responses on the LWG screening approach.

6. EPA to provide today’s presentation slides.
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